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I do not wish here to undertake the difficult task of discussing these 
statements. 6 I would only protest against Mr. Tarbell's identifica- 
tion of opyewves and diaa&rai, which I think not justifiable, and 
against the apparently universal assumption, that in the passage of 
Philochoros, which he quotes (p. 148), the words rovs opyecovas k. t. X. 
must be the object of the verb Se^eo-Oat,. 

I have not been able to consult Szanto's article on this inscription. 
My only desire has been to point out that there has been too much 
theorizing in this matter and too little confession of ignorance, and that 
our only hope lies in adherence to the plain sense of inscribed texts. 

W. E. Paton. 

Aberdeen, Scotland. 

P. S. — I have not attempted to discuss the question, whether all 
the <$>pareps<i were, ipso facto, jevvfjrat. Those who take the view, 
that they were not, might thus explain the Ae/ceXeioH' olieos. The 
Demotionidai had several phratries subject to them : these phratries 
were localized in different demes or groups of demes : in each of these 
localities, the Demotionidai had a religious sub-centre which was called 
oikos. In this case, the priest of the AeiceXeiwv oltcos is perhaps not 
the same as the priest of the phratry. 

Scholl's essay, Die Kleisthenische Phratrien (Sitzungsber. der Bayr. 
AJt., 1889, n) is very interesting. His explanation of the appeal is 
much the same as Mr. Tarbell's. 



MR. TARBELL'S REPLY TO MR. PATON'S COMMENT. 

The important point raised by Mr. Paton in the foregoing contri- 
bution concerns the relation of gens and phratry. That there was 
some sort of intimate connection between the two is abundantly evi- 
dent. The question is, did the phratry include the gens, or was the 
phratry (or a part of it) included by the gens ? Mr. Paton pronounces 
for the latter alternative. Apart from the inscription under discus- 
sion, the evidence for this view reduces itself, on examination, to the 
order in which the witnesses are called in Demosthenes lvii. The 

5 No one should cite such authorities, without giving some account of their sources. 
American and English scholars shun Quellen-Kribik for a bad and a good reason. It 
introduces a new difficulty, it opens a new door for arbitrary conjecture. 
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force of this evidence appears to me to be weakened — I will not say 
destroyed — by two considerations. (1) The order of mention of the 
successive classes is not constant. In § 24 we have a-vyyep&p icai 
(ppareprnv zeal Sw/iot&v koX yevvrfrGiv, and tfcpdrepai <rvyy€ve<7i Sr)fio- 
rais <yevv>jTai<;, both orders varying from the order of citation. (2) 
After the four classes enumerated, a fifth class are called to establish 
the same point (§ 28). These are those kinsmen who share with the 
speaker's family a common place of burial, and who are therefore his 
yevvfjrai, or rather, as I think, a section of them (of. § 67). The order 
of citation is therefore not an order of steady progression from nar- 
rower to wider bodies. 

Of positive evidence against Mr. Paton's view I must own that I 
do not think there is much. But the fact that the names of phratries, 
so far as known, are gentile in form is not so easily reconcilable with 
the theory which divides a gens between several phratries as it is with 
the contrary theory. 

I therefore " confess ignorance " on this subject. But I must pro- 
test, again, that Isaios vn. 1 6 does not prove that (ppdrepes and ryevpfjrat, 
had the same laws. They had one law in common, requiring legiti- 
macy of birth as a condition of membership. More than that cannot 
be inferred from the passage. Least of all can it be inferred that the 
gens had any authority over the phratry. 

The following points are taken up in Mr. Paton's order. I touch 
only on such as affect my previous paper. 

B—51. Nothing whatever is gained by treating the words bv ela-djei 
eavr<p vov as parenthetical. The wording of the oath remains as un- 
grammatical as before. But Mr. Paton is quite right in correcting 
" his lawful son." 

Mr. Paton's inference from Isaios in. 76 appears to me unwarrant- 
able. The speaker is arguing that the father of a certain girl, by failing 
to present her for admission to his phratry, confessed her illegitimacy. 
This is treated in § 75 as a matter of course, and the implication, so 
far, is that the registration of daughters was the universal rule. In 
the next section he adds, koX ravra vo/iov ovtos avrot? (i. e., rot? <f>pd- 
repari tois i/celvov). I take this to be a somewhat superfluous insist- 
ence upon a well-known obligation, rather than an implication that 
the statutes of other phratries differed. This view receives confirma- 
tion from the language of Isaios in. 16, from which Mr. Paton infers 
that " not all phratries required the legitimacy of adopted sons to be 
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proved." But, as I pointed out in my article, the conditions of mem- 
bership in a phratry were identical with the conditions of Athenian 
citizenship, and these were fixed by general Athenian law. Nothing 
is more likely than that different phratries differed in the strictness 
with which they administered the law, but that any phratry confessedly 
admitted illegitimate children, when adopted, is out of the question. 
In my view, the language of Isaios viii. 18 (rot? <f>pdrepcri yafirjXlav 
elarfveyice Kara tov? i/ceivav vo/jlovs) should be disposed of in the same 
way. Reiske, whom Mr. Paton ought not to have appealed to, ex- 
plains the passage differently. His note is : unde colligitur, non omni- 
bus phratriis eosdem ritus fuisse nuptiarum celebrandarum, sed cuique 
suos proprios. 

Finally, we have no evidence that the thiasoi " comprised only the 
immediate relatives of the applicant." And, in the case recorded in 
Isaios vi. 22, it was hot " in the power of the applicant's only son to 
prohibit the eicrwywyij." The son protested and the phratry sustained 
his protest : ovff 1 6 uto? avrw <Pi\o/CTi]fj,o)v avveywpei ov& oi (j>pdrepe^ 
elcreSe^aPTO, aX\' d"7rr)vi)^0r) to Kovpeiov. 

F. B. Takbell. 



